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Maximum 1-hour average CO concentrations predicted at the three intersections are presented in 
Table 10-9 without accounting for the background concentrations.  Table 10-10 adds the background 
concentration of 8 ppm and gives the predicted total 1-hour average CO concentrations.  As 
recommended by the Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Caltrans, 1997), maximum 8-hour 
concentrations were estimated by multiplying the maximum 1-hour average concentrations by a 
persistence factor of 0.52.  This persistence factor is based on the ratio of the top ten highest 8-hour CO 
concentrations at the North Highlands stations from 2003 to 2005 to the 1-hour concentrations that were 
measured at that time; see Appendix G for more information regarding this calculation.  This method 
results in the estimated peak 8-hour average concentrations shown in Table 10-11. 

A project is considered to have significant impacts if it results in CO concentrations that exceed the 
1-hour average standard of 20 ppm and/or the 8-hour average standard of 9.0 ppm.  As shown in 
Tables 10-10 and 10-11, the maximum predicted concentrations at the selected intersections are below 
these standards. 

Table 10-9 
Maximum Predicted 1-Hour Average CO Concentrations without Background 

(ppm) 

Existing1 

Intersection No Project With Project 

Locust and Baseline Avenues 2.9 2.9 

Watt Avenue and PFE Road 2.1 2.8 

Walerga Road and PFE Road 3.9 4.3 

Note: 

1Short-term data is based on traffic conditions and emission factors for 2006 

Table 10-10 
Maximum Predicted Total 1-Hour Average CO Concentration with Background 

(ppm) 

Existing1 

Intersection No Project With Project 

Locust and Baseline Avenues 10.9 10.9 

Watt Avenue and PFE Road 10.1 10.8 

Walerga Road and PFE Road 11.9 12.3 

State Standard 20 20 

Federal Standard 35 35 

Note: 

1Short-term data is based on traffic conditions and emission factors for 2006 
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Table 10-11 
Predicted Peak 8-Hour Average CO Concentration 

(ppm) 

Existing1 
Intersection No Project With Project 

Locust and Baseline Avenues 5.7 5.7 
Watt Avenue and PFE Road 5.3 5.6 
Walerga Road and PFE Road 6.2 6.4 
State Standard 9.0 9.0 
Federal Standard 9 9 

Notes:   
1Short-term data is based on traffic conditions and emission factors for 2006 
Persistence factor of 0.52 as recommended in the Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Caltrans, 1997). 

IMPACT 10-4: Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to odor 
SIGNIFICANCE: Less than Significant 
MITIGATION: None Warranted 

The severity of odor impacts depends on numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity 
of the source; wind speed and direction; and sensitivity of the receptor.  In general, odors are usually 
associated with sources such as wastewater treatment plants, composting facilities, chemical plants, and 
other similar facilities.  Such inherently odorous sources would not be used or constructed as part of the 
proposed project.  In general, development projects of this nature are not likely to expose sensitive 
receptors to sources of odors, nor is the Plan Area located within a mile of sources that are likely to emit 
objectionable odors (e.g., wastewater treatment, food processing, chemical plants, composting, landfills, 
dairies, or rendering).  Therefore, the odor impacts from the proposed project would be less than 
significant. 

IMPACT 10-5: Exposure of nearby sensitive receptors to Toxic Air Contaminants 
SIGNIFICANCE: Less than Significant 
MITIGATION: None Warranted 

The proposed project has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to TACs; specifically, the project 
could expose sensitive receptors to diesel particulates.  During construction, heavy-duty diesel equipment 
could emit diesel particulate emissions.  After completion of the proposed project, heavy-duty diesel 
trucks traveling along the roads in the vicinity of the project could expose sensitive receptors to diesel 
particulates. 

The CARB limits diesel particulate emissions from construction activities through the CARB off-road 
equipment diesel regulations, which are intended to reduce diesel PM emissions from in-use off-road 
equipment as much as technically and economically feasible in the short and long term.  Based on the 
short-term nature of the construction emissions and the regulations intended to reduce diesel particulate 
emissions, it is expected that the diesel particulate emissions from the construction activities would not 
have a significant impact on air quality.  Mitigation measures identified for other construction impacts in 
this air quality analysis would also help reduce the diesel particulate emissions from construction 
equipment. 
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Similarly, diesel engines that could travel along the roads in the vicinity of the Plan Area are not expected 
to pose a significant risk to the residences of the area.  The CARB recommends that sensitive receptors 
should not be sited within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads 
with 50,000 vehicles/day (CARB, 2005).  Watt Avenue is the most traveled road in the Plan Area vicinity 
(as discussed in Chapter 9, Transportation and Circulation), with approximately 68,000 vehicles/day.  
This is well below the level of traffic that the CARB refers to in its recommendation for urban roads.  
Furthermore, diesel particulate emissions should be minimized to the extent feasible by CARB 
regulations.  Therefore, impacts from diesel traffic to nearby sensitive receptors would be reduced to a 
less than significant level. 

⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯    ⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯ 

Consistency with County Plans and Policies 

IMPACT 10-6: Inconsistent with the Placer County Air Quality Attainment Plan 
SIGNIFICANCE: Significant 
MITIGATION: Mitigation Measure 10-6a 

Proposed: Mitigation Measure 10-6a  
Significance After 
Proposed Mitigation: Significant 
Recommended: None 

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE: Significant and Unavoidable 

Fugitive dust and exhaust emissions from short-term construction activities are projected to exceed the 
PCAPCD’s significance thresholds for PM10, NOX, ROG, and CO, based on conservative assumptions 
made in the air quality analysis.  With mitigation measures, the impacts from construction-related PM10 
emissions are predicted to be less than significant.  However, the short-term impacts for the other three 
pollutants would still remain significant during peak construction activities. 

Regional emissions of ROG from new trips generated during operations and area sources (such as 
architectural coatings, landscaping, and consumer products) are also expected to exceed the threshold 
based on conservative assumptions.  By exceeding the PCAPCD’s significance thresholds, the proposed 
project may add emissions that were not taken into account in the Placer County Air Quality Attainment 
Plan.  Therefore, the proposed project would potentially be inconsistent with the goals of the Placer 
County Air Quality Plan; this would be a significant impact. 

⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯    ⎯⎯⎯⎯⎯ 

Estimated Emissions of Greenhouse Gases from the Proposed Project  

IMPACT 10-7: Emissions of greenhouse gases potentially contributing to global 
warming 

SIGNIFICANCE: Significant 
MITIGATION: Mitigation Measure 10-7a 

Proposed: Mitigation Measure 10-7a 
Significance After 
Proposed Mitigation: Significant 
Recommended: None 

RESIDUAL SIGNIFICANCE: Significant and Unavoidable 
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GHG emissions associated with the Riolo Vineyard project were estimated using CO2 emissions as a 
proxy for all GHG emissions.  This is consistent with the current reporting protocol of the CCAR.  
Calculations of GHG emissions typically focus on CO2 because it is the most commonly produced GHG 
in terms of both number of sources and volume generated, and because it is among the easiest GHGs to 
measure.  However, it is important to note that other GHGs have a higher global warming potential than 
CO2.  For example, as stated previously, 1 pound of CH4 has an equivalent global warming potential of 
21 pounds of CO2 (CCAR, 2006).  Nonetheless, emissions of other GHGs from the Riolo Vineyard 
project (and from almost all GHG emissions sources) would be low relative to emissions of CO2 and 
would not contribute significantly to the overall generation of GHGs from the project. 

Although the CCAR provides a methodology for calculating GHG emissions, the process is designed to 
be applied to a single or limited number of entities or operations where detailed information on emissions 
sources is available (e.g., usage of electricity and natural gas, numbers and types of vehicles and 
equipment in a fleet, type and usage of heating and cooling systems, and emissions from manufacturing 
processes).  Information at this level of detail is not available for residential developments such as the 
Riolo Vineyard project, because these factors may vary significantly based upon the choices and 
behaviors of future project residents over time.  GHG emissions from project residences could vary 
substantially based on numerous factors, such as the sizes of homes, the type and extent of energy 
efficiency measures that might be incorporated into each home’s design, the type and size of appliances 
installed in the home, and whether solar energy facilities are included on any of the residences.  Given 
this, the CCAR emissions inventory methodology is not appropriate for estimating GHG emissions from 
the project. 

The traffic analysis conducted for the project in this Draft EIR provides data that can be used to estimate 
CO2 emissions from project-generated vehicle trips.  Buildout of the project would result in 
11,326 vehicle trips per day (see Table 9-16).  Assuming a trip rate of 5.48 miles per trip as described in 
Appendix G1 of the Draft EIR, the Riolo Vineyard project at full buildout would generate an average of 
62,040 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per day, or approximately 22.5 million VMT annually.  Assuming 
an emissions factor for future CO2 emissions from vehicles of approximately 366 grams of CO2 per mile 
(CARB, 2002), approximately 9,100 tons of CO2 per year would be generated by project-generated 
vehicle trips.  Note that although this future CO2 emissions factor does assume certain reductions in 
vehicle emissions due to future vehicle models operating more efficiently, it does not take into account 
additional vehicle emission reductions that might take place in response to AB 1493, if mobile source 
emission reductions are ultimately implemented through this legislation. 

It is also important to note that this CO2 emission estimate for vehicle trips associated with the Riolo 
Vineyard project is likely much greater than the emissions that will actually occur.  The analysis 
methodology used for the emissions estimate assumes that all emissions sources (in this case, vehicles) 
are new sources and that emissions from these sources are 100 percent additive to existing conditions.  
This is a standard approach taken for air quality analyses.  In many cases, such an assumption is 
appropriate because it is impossible to determine whether emissions sources associated with a project 
move from outside the air basin and are in effect new emissions sources, or whether they are sources that 
were already in the air basin and just shifted to a new location. 

However, because the effects of GHGs are global, a project that merely shifts the location of a GHG-
emitting activity (e.g., where people live, where vehicles drive, or where companies conduct business) 
would result in no net change in global GHG emissions levels.  For example, if a substantial portion of 
California’s population migrated from the South Coast Air Basin (managed by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District) to the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (managed by the San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District), this would likely result in decreased emissions in the South Coast Air 
Basin and increased emissions in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, but little change in overall global 
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GHG emissions.  However, if a person moves from one location where the land use pattern requires 
substantial vehicle use for day-to-day activities (e.g., commuting, shopping, etc.) to a new development 
that promotes shorter and fewer vehicle trips, more walking, and overall less energy usage, then it could 
be argued that the new development would result in a potential net reduction in global GHG emissions. 

It is impossible to know at this time whether residents in the Specific Plan area will have longer or shorter 
commutes relative to their existing homes or whether they will walk, bike, and use public transportation 
more or less than under existing circumstances; and whether their overall driving habits will result in 
higher or lower VMT.  Much of the vehicle-generated CO2 emissions attributed to the project could 
simply be from vehicles currently emitting CO2 at an existing location moving to the project site, and not 
from new vehicle emissions sources relative to global climate change.  Therefore, although it is not 
possible to calculate the net contribution of vehicle-generated CO2 emissions from the Riolo Vineyard 
project (i.e., project generated emissions minus current emissions from vehicles that would move to the 
project site), the net CO2 contribution would likely be much less than the 9,100 tons of CO2 per year 
calculated above. 

Although the estimate of 9,100 tons of CO2 emitted per year from project-related vehicle trips is higher 
than would actually occur, it provides a starting point for further emissions calculations.  As identified in 
the “Environmental Setting” discussion above, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector was 
the single largest source of California’s GHG emissions in 2004, accounting for 40.7 percent of total 
GHG emissions in the state (CEC, 2006a).  Making the general but extremely conservative assumption 
that the proportion of transportation-sector emissions from the Riolo Vineyard project at buildout would 
be similar to the statewide results for 2004, overall CO2 emissions from the Riolo Vineyard project would 
be approximately 15,000 tons per year.  This should be considered a very general estimate, providing a 
conservative indication of the order of magnitude of CO2 emissions from the Riolo Vineyard project, 
since statewide GHG emissions come from many significance sources (power plants, railroads, industrial 
facilities, etc.) that are not uses planned within the Specific Plan. 

As discussed above, it is not possible to assume or estimate numerous factors that can substantially affect 
the project’s CO2 emissions.  In addition, the discussion above regarding net/actual CO2 emissions from 
project-generated vehicle trips being much less than calculated also applies to all other emission sources.  
Every new resident at the Riolo Vineyard project site would be moving from an existing location where 
their activities are contributing to CO2 emissions.  It is also reasonable to expect that at least a portion of 
the businesses at the future Commercial site will be moving from an existing location to the project site 
and are not completely new businesses.  However, as with CO2 emissions from vehicles, it is not possible 
to calculate the net CO2 emissions from other sources because the existing behavior of individuals or 
businesses that would ultimately move to the project site cannot be determined.  It is unknown whether 
the residential units that residents would move into will be more or less energy-efficient than their 
existing residences, how many and which types of businesses on the Commercial site might be new 
facilities or relocations of existing facilities, and whether facilities and operations of relocated businesses 
might result in more or less overall CO2 emissions relative to existing conditions.  However, it is certain 
that much of the CO2 emissions attributed to project residents and businesses will simply be from 
emissions sources that move from an existing location to the project site, not from new emissions sources 
relative to global climate change. 

Therefore, although the estimate of 15,000 tons of CO2 emitted annually from the Riolo Vineyard project 
is very general, and is considered high, it is sufficient to support a general evaluation of the project’s 
contribution towards GHG emissions.  It should also be noted that the emissions calculations described 
above do not take into account reductions in GHG emissions resulting from implementation of AB 32.  
Stationary emissions sources on the project site and stationary sources that serve the project site (e.g., 
power plants) will be subject to emissions reductions requirements of AB 32.  The extent of these 
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reductions has not yet been quantified by CARB.  At the time of project buildout, overall CO2 emissions 
attributable to the Riolo Vineyard project could be substantially less than current emissions assumptions 
might indicate. 

Similarly, if GHG emissions reductions for vehicles are enacted, through either the requirements of 
AB 1493 or AB 32 or a federal regulation, CO2 emissions from the Riolo Vineyard project would be 
further reduced.  If regulations proposed to comply with AB 1493 survive current legal challenges, by the 
time of project buildout CO2 emissions from vehicles associated with the project could be 20 percent to 
30 percent less than under current conditions.  If AB 1493 is repealed, it is unclear what vehicle emissions 
limits might be adopted as part of AB 32.  Emissions reduction requirements associated with AB 1493, 
AB 32, SB 1368, and Executive Order S-3-5 would apply throughout California.  Therefore, beyond the 
fact that their effect on the Riolo Vineyard project is unclear, their effect on the overall cumulative 
context relative to all GHG emissions in California is unknown. 

Broadly speaking, climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies fall into three categories:  
(1) transportation sector strategies; (2) electricity sector strategies, including renewable energy and energy 
efficiency; and (3) all other adaptation strategies, such as carbon sequestration, participation in emissions 
trading markets, and research and public education (CEC, 2003).  The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan 
project incorporates guidelines, strategies, and mitigation measures that minimize the human and spatial 
environmental footprint in the Specific Plan area, including transportation and electricity impacts.  
Implementation of these measures will help reduce potential GHG emissions resulting from the 
development of the proposed project. 

The state’s primary source of GHG emissions is the consumption of fossil energy (CEC, 2003).  The 
proposed Specific Plan has several components that would reduce consumption of fossil energy within 
the Specific Plan area and thereby reduce potential GHG emissions.  These components are consistent 
with “smart growth” principles developed and promoted by the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG). 

“Smart Growth” Factors 

The proposed Specific Plan has several components that will promote the use of alternative modes of 
transportation that produce a lesser amount of GHG emissions than vehicular travel, or none at all.  First, 
the proposed development is designed to encourage people to walk, ride bicycles, or take public 
transportation.  Second, the overall design and land use plan of Riolo Vineyard creates a compact 
development pattern that encourages walking, biking, and public transit use.  Third, the Specific Plan 
improves the regional balance of housing and jobs.  Housing opportunities are made available closer to 
employment opportunities in Placer County to encourage fewer long distance commutes, thus reducing 
vehicular travel time for those persons currently commuting to Placer County from Sacramento County 
and elsewhere. 

Traffic Factors 

Implementation of the Specific Plan’s transportation and circulation system and mitigation measures will 
also help reduce potential GHG emissions by smoothing the flow of traffic to allow engines to operate 
more efficiently.  The proposed project’s transportation and circulation system will also promote non-
vehicular travel through the implementation of traffic calming measures that will make roads safer for 
pedestrians and bicyclists (ICLEI, 2001).  Improvements in vehicle efficiency and alternative fuel 
vehicles will also help reduce GHG emissions in the project area over the long term. 
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Electricity Factors 

In addition to targeting GHG emissions through the transportation sector, the proposed Specific Plan will 
implement measures that will minimize to the extent feasible energy consumption from power plants and 
non-transportation sources of fossil fuel consumption.  In addition, existing measures in place through 
AB 32, SB 1368, and other state initiatives will help contribute to a countywide reduction of GHG 
emissions. 

Even with implementation of the above-described measures, however, the Riolo Vineyard project will 
likely result in a substantial amount of GHG emissions.  Because it cannot be determined to a reasonable 
degree of certainty that the Riolo Vineyard project will not result in a cumulatively considerable 
incremental contribution to the significant cumulative impact of global climate change, the impacts of the 
proposed project on global climate change are considered significant and unavoidable.  Program-Level 
Impacts 

Applicants for program-level parcels would need to undergo the County’s Subsequent Conformity 
Review Process to ensure that their development proposals conform to the Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan, 
CEQA regulations, and program-level mitigation measures identified in this Draft EIR.  Upon conclusion 
of the Subsequent Conformity Review Process, the County will determine whether the proposed 
development entitlement is consistent with the Specific Plan, whether additional environmental review is 
required, and if so, the scope of such additional review. 

The Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan includes seven parcels that are not owned or controlled by the 
Applicant.  These parcels are currently owned or controlled by Riar/Singh (Assessor Parcel Number 
[APN] 023-200-109), Elliott (APN 023-221-005), Frisvold (APN 023-200-057), Lund 
(APN 023-221-004), Park Arya (APN 023-221-007), the Roseville Public Cemetery (APN 023-200-027), 
and County (formerly Pulte (APN 023-221-054).  The County parcel is mitigation land for the Doyle 
Ranch project.  The Riar/Singh parcel is located almost entirely within the 100-year floodplain of Dry 
Creek.  These parcels and the cemetery are therefore not expected to develop or to generate new air 
quality impacts in the future.  This Draft EIR assumes that the Park Arya, Elliott, Frisvold, and a portion 
of the Lund parcels will develop in the future.  Land uses are attributed to these parcels in this Draft EIR 
and described in Chapter 3.  To be conservative, the transportation analysis (see Chapter 9, Transportation 
and Circulation) included these potential land uses in its analysis of project-generated traffic.  To the 
extent that traffic is considered in the air quality analysis, it also addresses program-level impacts 
resulting from development of the program-level parcels.  All mitigation measures identified for project-
level impacts would apply to program-level impacts. 

10.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

This section discusses mitigation measures that will be implemented to reduce project-related impacts to 
air quality.  Mitigation measures are separately identified as those “Proposed” by the Applicant and those 
“Recommended” by County staff. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1a:  Prepare and implement emission control/dust control measures 
(Proposed)  

The Applicant shall submit to the PCAPCD and receive approval of a Construction Emission/Dust 
Control Plan prior to groundbreaking.  This plan must address the minimum Administrative Requirements 
found in Sections 300 and 400 of District Rule 228, Fugitive Dust (www.placer.ca.gov/airpollution/ 
airpolut.htm). 
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The Applicant shall have a pre-construction meeting for grading activities for 20 or more acres to discuss 
the construction emission/dust control plan with employees and/or contractors and the District is to be 
invited. 

The Applicant shall suspend all grading operations when fugitive dust exceeds District Rule 228 fugitive 
dust limitations.  An Applicant representative, CARB-certified to perform Visible Emissions Evaluations 
(VEE), shall routinely evaluate compliance with Rule 228.  This requirement for a VEE is for projects 
grading 20 or more acres in size regardless in how many acres are to be disturbed daily. 

It is to be noted that fugitive dust is not to exceed 40 percent opacity and not to go beyond the property 
boundary at any time.  If lime or other drying agents are used to dry out wet grading areas, they shall be 
controlled so as not to exceed District Rule 228 fugitive dust limitations. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1b:  Provide PCAPCD with a list of construction equipment and anticipated 
construction timeline (Proposed) 

The PCAPCD shall be provided with a list of construction equipment and anticipated construction 
timeline for each project.  The prime contractor for each construction project shall submit to the PCAPCD 
a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, year, emission rating) of all the heavy-duty off-road 
equipment (50 horsepower of greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the 
construction project.  The PCAPCD shall be provided with the anticipated construction timeline for each 
project including start date, and name and phone number of the project manager and onsite foreman.  A 
plan for each project shall be submitted for approval by the PCAPCD demonstrating that the heavy-duty 
(> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and 
subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent 
particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average.  The PCAPCD should be 
contacted for average fleet emission data.  Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of 
late model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-
treatment products, and/or other options as they become available.  During smog season (May through 
October), the construction period shall be lengthened so as to minimize the number of vehicles and 
equipment operating at the same time.  Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD’s 
web site to determine if their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this measure 
(http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Construction_Mitigation_Calculator.xls). 

Mitigation Measure 10-1c:  Maintain construction equipment and vehicles (Proposed) 

Construction equipment and vehicles shall be maintained for each project.  Construction equipment 
exhaust emissions shall not exceed PCAPCD Rule 202 Visible Emission limitations.  Operators of 
vehicles and equipment found to exceed opacity limits are to be immediately notified and the equipment 
must be repaired within 72 hours.  An Applicant/developer representative (CARB-certified to perform 
visible emissions evaluations) shall routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road 
equipment emissions for compliance with this requirement for projects grading more than 20 acres in size 
regardless of how many acres are to be disturbed daily. 

Mitigation Measure 10-1d:  Minimize idling time for diesel-powered equipment (Proposed)  

Idling time for all diesel-powered equipment shall be minimized to 5 minutes. 
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Mitigation Measure 10-1e:  No open burning of removed vegetation (Proposed) 

For each project, the contract language shall stipulate that contractors shall not engage in open burning of 
removed vegetation.  Vegetative material shall be chipped, delivered to waste to energy facilities, or 
disposed at an appropriate disposal site. 

Mitigation Measure 10-2a:  Implement measures to reduce energy consumption (Proposed)  

The Riolo Vineyard Specific Plan shall incorporate and implement the following measures, or equally 
effective measures, to reduce energy consumption: 

■ Install low-NOX hot water heaters per PCAPCD Rule 246. 

■ Encourage landscape maintenance companies to use battery-powered or electric equipment for non-
residential maintenance activities, where feasible. 

■ Provide natural gas lines or electrical outlets to all backyards to encourage natural gas or electric 
barbecues, as well as electric lawn equipment. 

■ Install Class I bicycle lockers along with bike racks in commercial sites. 

■ Encourage landscaping with drought-resistant species, and the use of groundcovers rather than 
pavement to reduce heat reflection. 

■ Include Energy Star efficient appliances, such as dishwashers, refrigerators, and clothes washers. 

■ Include energy-efficient SunCoat Max window glazings, which have a solar heat gain of 0.27. 

■ Include high-efficiency heating and efficient ventilation methods on all new residential units.  
Furnaces to be low-NOx with an AFUE of 80 percent. 

■ Incorporate solar heaters and panels in proposed project residences as feasible. 

■ Include high-efficiency water heaters.  The external insulation used should have an R-value of 16 and 
an efficiency value of 0.62. 

■ Include high efficiency insulation with the following ratings – Ceilings: R-38, 2×6 Walls, 2×4 Walls: 
R-19, and Ducts: R-6.4. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-2a will also help reduce atmospheric and greenhouse gas 
emissions from the Riolo Vineyard project and/or reduce energy consumption, and thus may reduce the 
project’s contribution to the impact of global climate change. 

Mitigation Measure 10-2b:  Prohibit open burning (Proposed) 

Open burning of any kind shall be prohibited in the residential, commercial, and recreational parcels of 
the Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan Area.  Open burning will be allowed on the Agricultural, 
Agriculture-10, and Rural Residential parcels in accordance with PCAPCD Regulation 3, which requires 
a burn permit to be issued by the PCAPCD.  Open burning creates substantial pollutant emissions of 
ozone precursors, CO, and PM.  Any company employed to maintain landscapes within the Plan Area 
will be prohibited from open burning of vegetative refuse anywhere in the SVAB.  The incorporation of 
this mitigation measure as part of the by-laws of a homeowners association (e.g., covenants, conditions, 
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and restrictions) would ensure compliance with this future rule, which will be enforced by PCAPCD as a 
requirement for the County to comply with the ambient air quality standard for PM2.5 pollutants. 

The Applicant proposes additional open-burning restrictions, which state that burning activities shall be 
limited to vegetation materials (green waste) and conducted within 200 feet of a public street, trail, or 
park facility.  Additionally, open-burning activities shall require a burn permit from the Placer County Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) and shall be in compliance with APCD Regulation 3. 

Mitigation Measure 10-2c:  Allow only gas-fired fireplace appliances (Proposed) 

Only gas-fired fireplace appliances shall be permitted in the Specific Plan Area.  This condition shall be 
incorporated into any contracts, covenants, and restrictions that are established. 

Mitigation Measure 10-2d:  Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-lieu amount into 
the Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s Air Quality Mitigation Program (Proposed)  

Each project shall implement an offsite mitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, to offset 
the project’s long-term ozone precursor emissions.  The project offsite mitigation program must be 
approved by the PCAPCD.  The project’s offsite mitigation program provides monetary incentives to 
sources of air pollution within the project’s air basin that are not required by law to reduce their 
emissions.  Therefore, the emission reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the 1994 
State Implementation Plan.  The offsite mitigation program reduces emissions within the air basin that 
would not otherwise be eliminated. 

In lieu of each project implementing its own offsite mitigation program, the Applicant can choose to 
participate in the PCAPCD Offsite Mitigation Program by paying an equivalent amount of money into the 
District program.  Based on the URBEMIS results in Appendix G2, the per house unit fee is $323 and the 
multi family per unit fee is $232.  This is a one time fee that would be payable at the time of the final map 
recording. 

Mitigation Measure 10-6a:  Implement the following mitigation measures (Proposed): 

Mitigation Measure 10-1a (Prepare and implement emission control/dust control measures); 

Mitigation Measure 10-1b (Provide PCAPCD with a list of construction equipment and anticipated 
construction timeline); 

Mitigation Measure 10-1c (Maintain construction equipment and vehicles); 

Mitigation Measure 10-1d (Minimize idling time for diesel-power equipment); 

Mitigation Measure 10-1e (No open burning of removed vegetation); 

Mitigation Measure 10-2a (Implement measures to reduce energy consumption); 

Mitigation Measure 10-2b (Prohibit open burning);  

Mitigation 10-2c (Allow only gas-fired fireplace appliances); and 

Mitigation Measure 10-2d (Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-lieu amount into the 
Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s Air Quality Mitigation Program) 
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The complete descriptions of these mitigation measures are provided above. 

Mitigation Measure 10-7a:  Implement the following mitigation measures (Proposed): 

Mitigation Measure 10-1c (Maintain construction equipment and vehicles); 

Mitigation Measure 10-1d (Minimize idling time for diesel-powered equipment); 

Mitigation Measure 10-2a (Implement measures to reduce energy consumption);  

Mitigation Measure 10-2d (Implement offsite mitigation programs or pay an in-lieu amount into the 
Placer County Air Pollution Control District’s Air Quality Mitigation Program); 

Mitigation Measure 9-1a:  Prepare and implement a Construction Traffic Management Plan;  

Mitigation Measure 9-2a:  Pay an in lieu fee and construct Walerga Road frontage improvements from the 
Dry Creek Bridge to the Placer County line; 

Mitigation Measure 9-2b:  Contribute a fair share to widen Walerga Road from the Dry Creek Bridge to 
Baseline Road; 

Mitigation Measure 9-3a:  Contribute a fair share to widen the intersections of Locust Road and Baseline 
Road, Watt Avenue and Baseline Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road; 

Mitigation Measure 9-8a:  Contribute a fair share to widen SR 65 from Blue Oaks Boulevard to SR 65; 

Mitigation Measure 9-9a:  Contribute a fair share to construct an interchange to replace the SR 70/99 and 
Riego Road intersection; 

Mitigation Measure 9-11a:  Contribute a fair share to widen the intersections of Locust Road and Baseline 
Road, and Walerga Road and Baseline Road; 

Mitigation Measure 9-16a:  Contribute a fair share to widen SR 65 to six lanes from Blue Oaks Boulevard 
to I-80; 

Mitigation Measure 9-17a:  Contribute a fair share to constructing an interchange at the intersection of 
SR 70/99 with Riego Road; 

Mitigation Measure 9-18a:  Create a Community Service Area to cover Transit Service; 

Mitigation Measure 9-19a:  Contribute a fair share to widen PFE Road to four lanes from Watt Avenue to 
Walerga Road; and 

Mitigation Measure 9-20a:  Contribute a fair share to widening the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE 
Road, signalizing the intersection of Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road, and signalizing the intersection of 
“East” Road and PFE Road. 




